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1.0 Conclusions

1.1 In reply to Amchem's letter of 6/23/75, we can waive data re-
requirements 4 and 5 of RD letter of 2/21/75 and those in our
evaluation dated 12/5/74.

1.2 See 2.2 of introduction..

2.0 Introduction

2.1 See evaluation dated 12/5/74 for 264-EXP.
2.2 Amchem's letter of 6/23/75 states:

1. Area would nbt be used for agriculture, grazing and in most
cases recreation. This use is reseed stripmmine areas.

2. Currently only 1 treatment. Maybe 2 to insure complete vege-
tation establishment.

3. Rate would be 0.01508/A of A naphthalenecetamide.

With these points in mind and data on hand, we can go along with the
registration at a future date without additional data. The method of
analyses would not detect 0.0150z/A in soil. Buildfip in sodl, if any,
mould not be expected since continued yearly application would not resuit.

This use would only represent minimal hazards to the environment when

used as proposed.
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